Controlled null subjects (PRO) are semantically bound variables that bear morphological features. In certain environments of partial control, the morphological φ-features (specifically, [person]) and the semantic value of PRO diverge. A natural explanation of the fact that the [person] feature of PRO is uninterpreted is that it is assigned at PF. Given that this feature participates in agreement relations, we conclude that agreement must be (optionally or exclusively) a PF phenomenon.
Introduction
The recent decade has seen intensive research on the topic of grammatical agreement from various angles. Among the issues that attract attention are configurational constraints on agreement (locality and intervention), morphological consequences (spellout and impoverishment) and semantic implications (feature valuation and interpretability).
A fundamental question, which bears on all of these issues, is an architectural one:
What is the locus of agreement? Where in the grammar does it apply? The question and the issues surrounding it are not new, but within Minimalism they seem to present themselves with particular acuity, centering on the elementary operation Agree. Although it is clear that the realization of formal features like [person] or [case] is sensitive to syntactic configurations, it is less obvious whether the actual values that these features take on are determined within the core syntactic component or rather within interfacing components like PF or LF.
The architectural and the technical questions turn on real empirical issues. The syntax/semantics view of agreement entails that the outcome of agreement processes (i.e., feature valuation) should somehow reveal itself in genuine syntactic or semantic consequences. The PF view of agreement, on the other hand, entails that feature valuation should have no effect whatsoever on syntactic phenomena or semantic interpretation. This is because the PF branch does not feed back into the syntactic derivation. Conversely, the syntax/semantics view isolates Agree from purely morphological information, while the PF view readily countenances the possibility of Agree being sensitive to such information. (ii) certain agreement relations result in valuation of interpretable features, hence must feed LF (Pesetsky and Torrego 2007) ; (iii) certain features that function as unvalued probes for agreement with one argument simultaneously restrict semantic selection of another argument (Adger and Harbour 2007) .
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On the other hand, proponents of the PF view of agreement point to phenomena of a rather different sort, which are problematic for the syntactic approach. For example: (i) certain agreement relations or dependencies are informed -i.e., fed or bled -by the outcome of morphological processes, like the assignment of inherent case (Bobaljik 2008) , specification of formal, uninterpretable gender (Sigurðsson 2006 (Sigurðsson , 2009 , or the insertion of special, non-default agreement morphology (Chung 2012) , hence must be placed after them, at PF; (ii) in certain situations, like binding of pronominal variables, morphologically valued φ-features remain invisible to semantic interpretation (Heim 2008 ).
The two views are mutually inconsistent, hence one would like to explore decisive evidence for one or the other. It is, of course, conceivable that agreement is an "anywhere" operation, applying across grammatical modules, possibly displaying a different profile in each (see Wurmbrand 2012 and especially Bhatt and Walkow, to appear) . I take it that as long as the more restrictive options have not been proven false beyond reasonable doubt, they are to be preferred over the "anywhere" alternative on restrictiveness grounds (i.e., they generate stronger predictions). The choice between the two restrictive options is, of course, empirical.
This paper seeks to contribute one further argument in favor of the PF view of agreement, by way of presenting decisive evidence. The argument to follow will be based on the observation that a (normally) interpretable feature emerging from morphological agreement is nevertheless ignored by the semantic interpretation. It is ignored, we will argue, precisely because it is assigned at PF, "too late" to have any semantic consequences. 2 The relevant facts concern the interaction of obligatory control (OC) and agreement, particularly in the subtype of OC known as partial control.
The structure of this paper is as follows. Section 2 presents general evidence that φ-features on bound lexical pronouns are uninterpreted, a fact that is readily understood if they are transmitted to bound variables at PF. Section 3 establishes that PRO in OC is semantically a bound variable and that its φ-features are morphologically valued. Section 4 develops the core argument: In certain examples of Partial Control (PC), the morphological [person] feature of PRO is uninterpreted -supporting the PF view of agreement. This section also proposes that PC should be viewed as a kind of associative plural. Section 5 extends the discussion to Portuguese dialects, which offer the rare opportuninity of signaling PC readings in the morphology, owing to the availability of inflected infinitives. It is argued that the Portuguese facts are consistent either with a PF view of agreement, a syntactic one, or a hybrid of both. Section 6 explores the broader implications of these results for the theory of control, and in 2 Any "PF theory of agreement" must spell out what it takes PF to be. I assume that PF is a richly structured grammatical system. At a minimum, it consists of four subcomponents: (i) a system that receives and manipulates syntactic structures in specified ways; this is where chain reduction, ellipsis, agreement and case assignment apply; (ii) a linearization algorithm, converting hierarchical structures to linear strings (iii) a morphological system, converting the string of terminals to a string of morphemes; (iv) a phonological system, translating the morphological string into phonetic symbols. The present paper solely concerns the first of these subsystems.
particular the proper syntactic representation of OC complements. Section 7 concludes the paper.
Morphological features on bound pronouns are uninterpreted
The behavior of pronouns in quantiftied contexts has generated a debate in recent work. The contested issue is whether the φ-features on such bound pronouns are interpreted by the semantics or rendered invisible to it. Before presenting the data of interest, let us adopt the standard assumption that pronouns that are not bound denote variables and that their φ-features (e.g., Heim (2008) pointed out that in quantified contexts, bound pronouns and reflexives "lose" these presupposition and are treated as if they lacked any inherent φ-feature.
(3) a. Only I did my homework.
b. Only Jane helped herself.
(3a) admits both a sloppy and a strict reading. On the sloppy reading, my is construed as a bound variable and the sentence means: "I did my homework and for every x≠me, x didn't do x's homework". Note that the presupposition (2b) is missing; if it were present, the sentence would have been trivially true in all situations in which the speaker did his/her own homework, regardless of what others did.
(3b) only admits a bound variable reading. Once again, the presupposition that the helped person was a female is missing (e.g., if the domain includes Jane, Bill and Greg, and Jane helped herself but Bill and Greg didn't help themselves, the sentence is judged true but not trivial).
If φ-features are morphologically present on bound variables, why are they not interpreted? One possible solution would have them present in the syntax and removed at LF (Stechow 2003 , Reuland 2010 ). An alternative solution would treat these features as a reflex of agreement; the pronouns are born featureless (or more precisely, unvalued) and obtain φ-values from their binders via a process of "feature transmission" that applies at PF, i.e., too late for the semantics to see it (Rullman 2004 , Heim 2008 , Kratzer 2009 ). This "constructivist" view, as Kratzer observes, is conceptually simpler and more in line with late-insertion models of morphology. 3 It is this PF-view of feature transmission that I will defend and elaborate on in the subsequent sections.
There is, however, and alternative account of the facts, which adheres to the classical idea that pronominal φ-features are always interpeted (Spathas 2010 , Jacobson 2012 According to this account, the appearance of semantically inert φ-features is systematically related to focus. In (3a), the focus-sensitive item only associates with I, and generates a set of alternatives to the asserted content (all of which are assumed to be false). The idea, then, is that the φ-features on the bound pronoun are absent from these alternatives, so they do not trigger presupposition (2b). In other words, the focus valus of (3a) is something like {p | p = x did x's homework}. At the same time, the pronominal φ-features continue to contribute their regular meaning to the assertion value of the sentence, hence cannot be said to be semantically inert.
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The excision of φ-features on bound pronouns from the focus value of a sentence is, as Jacobson (2012: fn. 12) admits, "not particularly satisfying", although it may be required for other cases as well (e.g., ellipsis resolution). But proponents of the interpretive view of bound pronouns point to additional evidence that challenges the feature transmission analysis. Let us briefly examine this evidence.
3 There are important differences between Heim's and Kratzer's proposals: whether the λ-binder is introduced by a nominal expression or by a functional head, whether predication is involved in feature transmission, and the role of context shifters in long-distance binding of indexicals. Still, both would agree, I assume, that PRO in OC is a locally bound variable, which is the relevant point in the discussion to follow. 4 I thank an anonymous reviewer for urging me to address this alternative. 5 The implementation in Spathas 2010 is restricted to gender features, while that in Jacobson 2012 is general. Furthermore, the latter is a variable-free analysis, the former is not. These differences do not bear on the basic point in the text.
The relevant examples involve nouns that are specified for neuter gender; e.g., koritsi
'girl' in Greek. A pronoun bound by (a QP headed by) such a noun may either bear neuter gender, "agreeing" with the binder, or the natural (semantic) gender of the binder.
(4) Kathe koritsi i diakosmise to dhomatio tu i / tis i .
Every girl.NEU decorated the room its / her 'Every girl i decorated her i room.' Spathas (2010:222-223) argues that the occurrence of tis 'her' cannot be explained on the feature transmission account because the binder does not bear any FEM feature. Therefore, this must be an inherently specified, interpreted gender feature, which restricts the domain of quantification to female individuals. The neuter pronoun tu 'its', on the other hand, results from feature transmission, as in the Heim/Ktratzer account.
Note first that this makes the "interpretive" view dualist in a way that the PF view is not. Both recognize the necessity of feature transmission, but only the interpretive view claims that an independent option of binding inherently specified features is also needed. But is it truly needed? Clearly, the head noun koritsi can effectively restrict the domain of quantification in virtue of its natural gender. This must be true, or else the version of (4) with the neuter tu would have ranged both over females and males, which it does not. This makes the FEM feature on tis redundant just as it would be in the scope of binders that do bear a grammatical FEM feature. The only remaining issue is morphological: how does the bound pronoun come to bear this FEM feature in (4)?
The natural suggestion is that semantic gender is visible to feature transmission. Indeed, a suggestion along these lines was already made by Percus (2006) In light of these observations, the occurrence of the bound pronoun tis 'her' in (4) may well be the result of feature transmission targeting the semantic gender feature of koritsi 'girl'. 6 The alternation with tu 'its' indicates that the INDEX gender feature is also available to the process. Crucially, neither feature is interpreted on the bound pronoun. This removes a potential argument for interpretable φ-features on bound pronouns.
Finally, the case for the PF view of feature transmission is bolstered by separate set of facts, so far not considered. Heim (2008) and Kratzer (2009) (Jacobson 2012) . Thus, (ii) lacks a bound variable reading but (iii) has it.
(ii) The only one who handed in my homework on time was me. (iii) The only one who handed in her homework on time was Sue.
I concur with Jacobson that neither a pure focus-based account nor a pure feature transmission account can explain these facts. 8 The example in (9a) does not distinguish variable binding from coreference, but Reuland's discussion makes it clear that the relevant agreement facts hold for variable binding.
c.
Nós deviamos nos/*se preparar para o prior.
We.1PL must REFL.1PL/REFL.3 prepare.INF for the worst 'We must prepare ourselves for the worst.'
Interesting questions arise as to the source of the contrast between local anaphors and non-locally bound variables (see Reuland 2001 for a principled account). The lesson for us, however, is quite simpe. There are many grammatical environments where semantic and morphological ϕ-features are dissociated; in a subset of them, it is the morphological features that must surface on the bound variable and it is the perfectly coherent semantic features that cannot. This pattern supports the PF view of feature transmission.
In the next sections I show that feature transmission at PF can also explain a curious mismatch between the morphological features of PRO in OC and its semantic value. This case too falls outside the purview or the focus-based explanations and thus further tilts the balance against them.
PRO in OC: Elementary semantics and morphology
In this section it is established that PRO in OC is semantically a bound variable (section 3.1) and morphologically φ-valued (section 3.2). In these respects it is entirely analogous to bound pronouns and therefore invites a parallel treatment.
PRO in OC is a bound variable
So far we have seen that morphological features of lexical (overt) pronouns are uninterpreted when the pronouns are used as bound variables; and that a natural account of this fact assumes that these (valued) features are transmitted to the bound pronouns at PF.
An obvious question to ask at this point is whether null pronouns behave the same way or not. Here I will restrict my attention to the specific null pronoun (or pronounlike) element that occupies the subject position of controlled complements -PRO.
9
That PRO in OC environments is interpreted as a bound variable is a classic observation (Morgan 1970 , Fodor 1975 
PRO in OC bears morphological features
The next point to appreciate is that PRO does bear morphological features, and valued ones at that, despite their failure to project any phonetic exponence. The argument is based on simple parallels between phenomena of clause-bound agreement in finite clauses and in control clauses. Consider first (11a-b). Clearly, nothing is semantically wrong with these sentences:
The embedded subject binds the embedded object and the presupposition triggered by the latter's person feature is satisfied. Rather, the sentences are morphologically illformed. As a bound variable, the reflexive object must inherit its φ-features from its binder. Since the binder is 3 rd person, neither myself nor yourself is a possible spellout of the reflexive. Applying the same logic to (11c-d), we conclude that the embedded reflexive should have inherited [person:3] from its local binder and for that reason cannot surface as myself/yourself. But this implies that PRO, the local binder, indeed carries a valued person feature (and by extension, valued φ-features).
One can run the same kind of argument for any other φ-feature, reaching similar conclusions; e.g., since predicates agree with their associated DP and do so locally (i.e., never crossing clause boundaries), the obligatory plural marking -yim on the embedded predicate in the Hebrew example (12) reveals that PRO is also marked for number. Independent evidence that PRO is fully specified for morphological φ-features exists in languages that evince OC into inflected complements. This is a heterogeneous group comprising subjunctive complements in Balkan languages, Persian and Hebrew (Landau 2004 , Darzi 2008 , Karimi 2008 , inflected infinitives in Hungarian and Welsh (Tóth 2000 , Tallerman 1998 Under standard assumptions, overt inflection results from agreement with a φ-specified local subject. This implies, without further ado, that the embedded, controlled null subject bears morphological φ-features.
Putting together the evidence surveyed in the last two sections, we obtain the following conclusion.
OC PRO is a bound variable with valued morphological features.
In these respects, then, OC PRO is entirely parallel to the bound lexical pronouns discussed in section 2, and the natural question to ask is: Are the morphological features of PRO interpreted or not? Of course, the null hypothesis dictates that they should not be. Curiously, though, the question has rarely been put to empirical testing. 10 The next section develops one test that bears directly on this question. 10 Schlenker (2003) explicitly defends the idea that the morphological [person] feature of PRO is interpreted, although for theory-internal reasons he must assume that it is dissociated at LF from the gender (and presumably number) feature(s), the latter taking scope above the attitude verb, the former below it. Nevertheless, as far as I can tell, he does not offer any empirical argument against the Before we turn to the new test, we should dispense with one "pseudo-test", that does not, in fact, teach us anything about the semantic import of PRO's morphological features, although it is occasionally, and confusingly, taken to do so. Consider the well-known fact that the parallelism condition on VP-ellipsis is oblivious to mismatches in φ-features.
(15) John wanted PRO to eat his lunch but we didn't want PRO to eat our lunch.
On the sloppy reading of (15) (Lasnik 1995 , Potsdam 1997 , Wurmbrand 2012 
Morphological features on PRO in partial control
In this section we will see evidence that PRO in partial control (PC) may bear morphological φ-features that are not visible to semantic interpretation. This will serve as a new kind of argument for the PF view of agreeent.
The argument proceeds stepwise. Section 4.1 presents some basic properties of PC and proposes that PRO in such constructions is an associative plural, formed by a "group operator". 
Partial Control: Basics
One immediate argument that the φ-features of PRO in OC are uninterpreted can be constructed in analogy to the examples in (3). There is a loophole in this argument, however. What makes PRO a bound variable is the quantificational nature of the controller (only I). Thus, one can blame the uninterpretable status of PRO's φ-features in these examples on the same feature transmission operation applying between QPs and the pronouns they bind, recruited
for (3) and (8).
What evidence do we have that PRO's φ-features are uninterpreted even with a nonquantificational controller? The only potentially relevant example was (15), but unfortunately, we could not be sure that PRO bears any morphological features inside VP-ellipsis sites. What we need, then, is an independent argument for the uninterpretability of PRO's φ-features even in non-quantified contexts.
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Such an argument indeed can be constructed on the basis of PC examples. In PC, PRO is understood to be a set including the controller and some additional participants salient in the context. 13 These additional participants are often understood to be the speaker or hearer, a fact that will be utilized below to explore the interaction of PC with person marking. 12 Schlenker (2011) argues that the gender feature of OC PRO is uninterpreted on the basis of (i).
(i) John, a transsexual, hopes [PRO to become a woman and to buy himself/*herself a car].
Although John is a woman in each of the contexts compatible with his hopes, and PRO is semantically bound by the author coordinate of each of these contexts, it inherits masculine gender from the matrix controller. This seems to be a result of a semantically opaque rule of morphological agreement. On the other hand, it was Schlenker (2003) 
Person in PC: setting the stage
The following three examples are modeled on the basis of the data Sheehan considers (I return to the Portuguese data in section 5). Below each of them I indicate the readings of interest in italics. we.
The question is whether the same feature resolution algorithm is at work in PC, effectively aligning the person value of the semantically plural PRO with its highestranking participant.
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To put it in concrete terms, we would like to know whether the proper morphosyntactic representation of (24a), under the PC reading in (24b), is (24c) or (24d). The choice, to recall, directly bears on our main concern -the (non)interpretability of This semantic restriction on PC makes it rather difficult to use reflexive binding as a probe into the φ-features of PRO in PC. Neverthless, the problem is soluble.
20 Madigan (2008:139) A few words about the examples. The complement in (30a-b) contains conjoined predicates. Since the infinitival marker to is shared by the conjuncts, this must be a VP-level conjunction, hence the PRO subject is shared as well. 21 The complement in (30c-d) contains an adjunct predicated of PRO (note that the adjunct should be construed with the downstairs reading). Predicative adjuncts reject PC (Landau 2007 (Landau , 2013 , e.g., *John took a shower before meeting in the city hall. Therefore, even if the gerundive adjuncts contain their own PRO subject, it is grammatically identical to the PC PRO subject of the infinitival complement, which is endowed with an associative morpheme.
Semantic and morphological [person] misaligned in PC
In all four examples, then, what we see is a PRO element, which, in virtue of the PC reading, includes the speaker or hearer(s), and at the same time does not reflect this in its morphological signature. This is a rather striking state of affairs, in direct contradiction to (23d). Although a higher-ranked participant is included in the denotation of the PC PRO, its morphological [person] value must match the lowerrank value of the controller. Note that standard lexical plural pronouns never resolve person clashes in this manner. If I tell you 'Oh, they're zoologists', I cannot imply by that that either you or me are zoologists, nor can I imply that I'm a zoologist by saying 'Oh, you're all zoologists'.
The syntax of PC: AM as a verbal affix
A puzzling aspect of the examples in (30) is the fact a syntactically shared PRO subject appears to contribute to each conjunct in the complement a different denotation. On the relevant reading of (30a), for example, the semantic subject of prepare themselves is they while the semantic subject of meet for debate is us (=they +me/us). To fully understand how such examples are constructed by the grammar, we should be more explicit about the syntax of PC than we have been so far.
If PC boils down to a species of associative plurals, a sensible approach would be to model it on one of the mechanisms employed to obtain associative plurals in natural language. Consider then the fact that in many languages (e.g., Greek, Chilean Spanish, Plains Cree, the Talitsk dialect of Russian, Maltese and Haruai), associative plurals are directly marked on the verb. Morphologically, this type of AM is homophonous with the [plural] verbal inflection. Semantically, however, it is a very different entity; not an uninterpretable reflex of agreement, but a semantically contentful morpheme. The function of this morpheme is to expand the subject argument of the predicate to a group. Given a "toy" VP like (32a), it delivers the denotation (32b) via the lexical entry in (32c), which supersedes our earlier version in (21). 23 Technically, AM could be an affix on light v, which would guarantee its proper application to the external argument.
One immediate and welcome consequence of the verbal-affix view of AM is that it will remain null in uninflected contexts (i.e., contexts in which no inflectional affix is expressed); thus we explain why PC in infinitives has no visible morphological effect. Furthermore, languages in which control may be realized in inflected complements might be expected to provide the necessary morphological spellout for AM. Indeed, data from Portuguese suggests that this option exists, at least for some speakers; we turn to it in the next section.
Returning to the examples in (30), we can now explain the paradoxical appearance of a single syntactic subject contributing a different denotation to each conjunct. This is achieved by attaching the AM to one of the infinitival verbs but not to the other. A sentence like (30a) would have the following schematic structure, assuming ATBmovement of PRO (and suppressing irrelevant details). In the absence of counterevidence, one would like to generalize this conclusion. First, [person] is uninterpreted in PC even when interpreting it would give indistinguishable semantic results (e.g., in (22a-i), (22b-i) and (22c-i)). Second, no φ-feature is ever interpreted on PRO in OC environments. I take this general conclusion to be the ultimate outcome of applying the PF view of agreement to OC.
While we have not yet specified the mechanism by which PRO receives φ-features at PF (see section 6 for some preliminary suggestions), it can easily be seen that the conclusion has immediate consequences for standard cases of agreement. PRO determines agreement on secondary predicates and clausal inflection (e.g., (12), (13)). If PRO's φ-features are not valued before PF, as we concluded, it follows that these agreement processes cannot apply before PF either. 
Person Value and Person Form Aligned: PC in Portuguese
Consider again the PC example (34a), with its two potential analyses, (34c) and (34d). On the basis of the agreement patterns in (30), we concluded that (34c) is the correct representation of (34a). That is, whenever the group formed by AM bears a person value distinct from the one transmitted to PRO from the controller, the latter prevails. It was also observed that, while supporting a PF view of agreement, this particular form of feature resolution is unlike the way feature conflicts are normally resolved on lexical pronouns (cf. (23)). Two questions arise, then: (i) Why is PC PRO resolved in this unusual way in English?, and (ii) Are there instances of PC where the feature conflict on PRO is resolved in the normal way?
Concerning question (i), we proposed that AM is a verbal affix on the infinitival verb. Because this verb is inherently uninflected, AM is morphologically invisible. A very different response is conceivable, however. One could take PC to be a wholly postsyntactic phenomenon, an inferential process of sorts, located in the semantic or pragmatic component (Hornstein 2003 , Jackendoff and Culicover 2003 , Pearson 2013 , and for that reason, showing no effect on morphology. The problem with this view is that PC does have overt morphological impact in other languages, as will be shortly seen; see also Landau's 2008 observation that PC in Russian blocks case transmission. A solution divorced from syntax will not do.
Concerning question (ii), preliminary evidence from Brazilian Portuguese (BP) suggests a positive answer. In BP, OC may be realized in inflected complements. The verbal heads of such complements are capable of bearing an overt AM and thus transparently reflect the PC reading. Modesto (2010a) reports that infinitival complements in the language must be inflected for plural to allow a PC reading with predicates which are not inherently collective (plural marking is optional with collective predicates, like reunir 'meet'). On this analysis, the Portuguese data do not challenge the idea that morphological features are transmitted from the controller to PRO in PC environments, but merely reflect the joint effect of this process and the person-resolution rule. Likewise, Portuguese inflected PC infinitives reveal the working of the number-resolution rule:
PC PRO is not just semantically plural but also syntactically plural, unlike in English ((19) vs. (35)).
Neither do the Portuguese data challenge the idea that agreement applies at PF. While the AM is a syntactic affix that clearly feeds semantics, the shift it induces in the number (or person) features in the complement is not the result of agreement; clearly, the 1PL PRO in (39) does not agree with any matrix DP. Rather, PRO "sums up" the features received by transmission and those assigned contextually, and for all we know, this summing up could be either syntactic or morphological.
The special property of Portuguese, which is crosslinguistically rare and unusual, is the availability of inflected infinitives in OC complements. 27 This option makes the AM component of PC PRO (situated in V, by hypothesis) morphologically visible to feature resolution algorithms, thus shifting both the syntactic number and, for some speakers, the person value of the controller, in accordance with the features of the group obtained by the AM. 28 The resulting morphological shape of PRO matches its semantic denotation -a situation compatible with either the syntactic view of agreement (PRO's φ-features are interpreted) or the PF view of agreement (PRO's φ-features are uninterpreted). It is only by looking at English-type PC-complements (by far the common type) that we encounter the mismatch between form and meaning on PC PRO, decidedly favoring the PF view of agreement. 26 Trivially, any composite pronoun is marked [plural] . 27 OC into inflected infinitives in European and Brazilian Portuguese has been documented before (Raposo 1989 , Madeira 1994 , Sitaridou 2002 , and presents challenges that go beyond the present concerns. First, the very co-occurrence of agreement and (semantic) tense in OC complements is a typological anomaly (see Landau 2004 Landau , 2006 Landau , 2013a , to the point of suggesting a local, languageparticular solution. Second, the distribution of such inflected OC complements is lexically restricted in complex ways, even in those dialects that allow them (for recent analyses that begin to unravel these issues in Brazilian and European Portuguese, see Modesto 2010a , 2010b and Duarte, Gonçalves and Santos 2012 . These problems might find a solution in a closer consideration of the special (and fragile) morphological status of the infinitival inflection, a topic that goes well beyond the goals of this paper. 28 At the moment it is not clear to me why the shift in number is more systematic than the shift in person.
Theoretical Implications for the Theory of Control
Adopting the PF view of agreement to control has several implications, which I touch on rather briefly in this section. Pursuing their consequences is a task I tackle in work in progress (Landau 2013b ).
First, we saw that semantic as well as morphological evidence converges on the conclusion that PRO in OC is a bound variable. We have said nothing about its syntactic composition. The discussion points to a very bare element: a "reference variable", in the terms of Sigurðsson 2008, or In PC, an AM is affixed to the verbal head of the complement, projecting a group out of the index of PRO. The details of the mechanism licensing this option remain to be specified.
If PRO is a bound variable, one must identify and study the nature of its binder.
Where exactly is the λ-operator that binds PRO? Is it positioned in the matrix clause or in the complement clause? This latter is of course the mainstream view in the semantic literature on attitude reports and de se interpretations, which takes control complements to denote properties or sets of centered-worlds (Chierchia 1990 , Percus and Sauerland 2003 , Anand 2006 , Pearson 2013 . But notice that on this view, the agreement dependency between the matrix controller and PRO is mysterious. If PRO is bound by an operator in the complement clause and not by the (λ-operator introduced by the) controller, how can we explain the fact that it is the controller that transmits its φ-features to PRO -the main result of the present study? Given that on the standrad semantic treatments, the relation between the embedded operator and the controller is purely semantic (not even registered at LF), there seems to be no plausible way for it to effect agreement.
If, on the other hand, PRO is directly bound by the controller, the agreement facts follow smoothly. They would equally follow if control is represented as a predication dependency between the controller and the entire complement, as in Williams 1980 Williams , 1992  any standard theory of agreement provides some means of establishing subjectpredicate agreement. We thus conclude that at least from the perspective of the present discussion, either a variable-binding or a predication theory of control is wellsuited to handle the agreement relation between the controller and PRO. In fact, the two-tiered theory of control developed in Landau 2013b perfectly fits this bill. On this theory, verbs selecting non-attitude complements (like manage, decline and force) induce control by predication whereas verbs selecting attitude complements (like promise, persuade and intend) induce control by binding of a logophoric variable in the complement.
These cursory remarks, of course, are not intended as the final analysis of the phenomena at hand; rather, they aim to suggest that the issues raised by the conclusions of this paper are not new, and grammatical mechanisms exist that have been successfully applied to analogous cases elsewhere.
Conclusion
The argument developed in this paper aims to narrow down the architectural options concerning the locus of agreement in the grammar.
(40) a. Agreement applies at the syntactic component only.
b.
Agreement applies either at the syntactic component or at PF.
c. Agreement applies at PF only.
We have seen that in certain (not uncommon) situations, the morphological features of PRO in PC are uninterpreted. Specifically, a group-denoting PRO that includes the speaker may nonetheless be specified [person:2] or [person:3] , and one that includes the addressee may be specified [person:3] . The most natural way to explain the occurrence of uninterpreted φ-features on a nominal element like PRO is to assume that they are valued at PF. Correspondingly, any agreement operation copying the φ-values of PRO must also be a PF process, which pretty much covers all standard agreement dependencies involving A-positions.
On the basis of this argument, which is similar in spirit to Heim 2008 but drawing on quite independent evidence, we conclude that (40a) is false. Of the remaining two options, (40c) is more appealing than (40b), but the choice between them is still open. Data from inflected infinitives in Portuguese that initially appear to challenge this conclusion turn out to be neutral. In these constructions, the resolution of φ-features on PC PRO results in the alignment of morphological and semantic values (systematically for [number] , erratically for [person] ); this, we speculated, is a consequence of the availability of inflected infinitives in OC environments. The
Portuguese data are compatible with either (40a) or (40b).
The argument carries further implications for the proper semantic analysis of OC and the mechanism of feature transmission operative in these constructions, as well as the syntax of PC and the nature of null associative morphemes, some of which were briefly discussed as well.
